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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 March 2007 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 1 -5. 18.20 and 22 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-5, 18,20 and 22 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority* under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 3 7 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 28 March 2007 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1, 3, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Jones 
et al. (U.S. 5,548,181). 

4. Regarding claims 1, 18 and 20, Jones et al. disclose a barrier array (see Fig. 74, item 1 15; 
column 13, lines 31-26) for use in a flat panel display (see Fig. 106b; column 21, lines 11-13) 
including: a shadow mask (see Fig. 74, items 120 and 122; column 13, lines 21-26) defining a 
plurality of openings (see Fig. 74, item 118; column 13, lines 15-16; this pixel opening is for an 
individual field emitter but there are pixel openings for each field emitter shown in figure 106b) 
therethrough according to a predetermined pattern (see Fig. 74, item 118; column 13, lines 15- 
16; this pixel opening is for an individual field emitter but there are pixel openings for each field 
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emitter shown in figure 1 06b), the predetermined pattern being in accordance with a pixel pattern 
of a flat panel display (see Fig. 74; column 13; lines 10-20; the pixel cavity is the opening 
corresponding to the pixel pattern) , the shadow mask having an upper (see Fig. 74, item 120; 
column 13, lines 21-26; the portion of 120 closest to the top of the page) and lower surface (see 
Fig. 74, item 122; column 13, lines 21-26; the portion of 122 closest to the bottom of the page) 
and an insulative layer (see Fig. 74, item 121; column 13, lines 21-23) including a first portion 
layer directly formed on the upper surface of the shadow mask (see Fig. 74, item 121; column 
13, lines 21-23; the portion of item 121 closest to the top of the page), a plurality of second 
portions (see Fig. 74, item 121; column 13, lines 21-23; the portion of 121 that has a slope and 
descends through the pixel cavity 118), and a third portion directly formed on the lower surface 
of the shadow mask (see Fig. 74, item 121; column 13, lines 21-23; the portion of item 121 
closest to the bottom of the page), the second portions disposed in the respective openings and 
connecting the first portion with the third portion (see Fig. 74, item 121; the portion that 
descends through the pixel opening connects the portion of item 121 closest to the top of the 
page and the portion of item 121 that is closest to the bottom of the page). 

5. Regarding claim 3, Jones et al. disclose the barrier array as described in claim 1 . Jones et 
al. further disclose the insulative layer comprises alumina or magnesia (column 13, lines 21-23; 
specifically magnesia). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4, 5 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones 
etal. (U.S. 5,548,181). 

8. As to claims 4, 5 and 22, Jones et al. disclose the barrier array as described in claims 3 
and 18. Jones et al. fail to disclose that the thickness of the insulative layer being between 10- 
500 ^im. However, to establish unexpected results over a claimed range, applicants should 
compare a sufficient number of tests both inside and outside the claimed range to show the 
criticality of the claimed range. In re Hill 284 F.2d 955, 128 USPQ 197 (CCPA 1960). An 
affidavit or declaration under 27 CFR 1.132 must compare the claimed subject matter with the 
closest prior art to be effective to rebut a prima facie case of obviousness. In re Burckel, 592 
F.2d 1175, 201 USPQ 67 (CCPA 1979). "A comparison of the claimed invention with the 
disclosure of each cited reference to determine the number of claim limitations in common with 
each reference, bearing in mind the relative importance of particular limitations, will usually 
yield the closest single prior art reference." In re Merchant, 575 F.2d 865, 868, 197 USPQ 785, 
787 (CCPA 1978) (emphasis in original). Where the comparison is not identical with the 
reference disclosure, deviations therefrom should be explained, In re Finley, 174 F.2d 130, 81 
USPQ 383 (CCPA 1949), and if not explained should be noted and evaluated, and if significant, 
explanation should be required. In re Armstrong, 280 F.2d 132, 126 USPQ 281 (CCPA 1960) 
(deviations from the example were inconsequential). 
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9. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones et al. (U.S. 
5,548,181) in view of Lee et al. (U.S. 6,508,685 Bl; of record). 

10. As to claim 2, Jones et al. disclose the barrier array as described in claim 1. Jones et al. 
fail to specifically disclose the shadow mask is made from a material selected from the group 
including: an iron-nickel alloy, low carbon steel, and another suitable metal alloy; and the 
material has a coefficient of thermal expansion matching that of a substrate of the flat panel 
display. 

In the same field of endeavor, Lee et al. disclose a barrier array (see Fig. 6, item 52; 
column 5, lines 37-40), wherein the shadow mask (see Fig. 7, item 52; column 5, lines 37-40) is 
made from a material selected from the group including: an iron-nickel alloy, low carbon steel, 
and another suitable metal alloy (column 5, lines 37-40; these are metal alloys, and any metal 
may be chosen); and the material has a coefficient of thermal expansion matching that of a 
substrate of the flat panel display (column 5, lines 37-40; these are metal alloys, and any metal 
may be chosen which can match the thermal expansion of the substrate of the display device). 
Lee et al. further disclose that these materials increase the reflectivity of visible light (column 5, 
lines 40-41), choosing a material that matches the thermal expansion coefficient of the substrate 
will reduce damage to the device due to the operation temperature of the device. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made, to modify the barrier array of Jones et al. to include that the shadow 
mask is made from a material selected from the group including: an iron-nickel alloy, low carbon 
steel, and another suitable metal alloy; and the material has a coefficient of thermal expansion 
matching that of a substrate of the flat panel display, as taught by Lee et al., to increase the 
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reflectivity of visible light and to reduce damage to the device caused by the operation 
temperature of the device. 



1 1 . Regarding the applicant's argument that the first and third portion of the insulative layer 
is not formed on the upper and lower surface of the shadow mask respectively, the examiner 
notes that since there are not structural limitations that distinguish the shadow mask as claimed 
over the prior art of record, the examiner interprets items 120 and 122 in figure 74 of Jones et al. 
as a shadow mask and the insulative layer, item 121, is formed directed on the upper and lower 
surface of the shadow mask. 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anthony J. Canning whose telephone number is (571)-272-2486. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh D. Patel can be reached on (571)-272-2457. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Anthony Canning^^ 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2879 
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